REMARKS 

Claims 1-17 were examined in the January 18, 2007 Office Action. 
Claims 1, 3-5, 7-9, 11 and 12 stand rejected as anticipated by Anderson (U.S. 
Patent No. 3,775,751). Claims 2, 6 and 10 are rejected as obvious over 
Anderson in view of Earnest (U.S. Patent No. 5,982,837). Claims 13-17 are 
rejected as obvious over Anderson and/or Earnest in view of Petty (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,157,689). 

Claims 1, 5, 9 and 13 are amended above. Reconsideration of the 
rejections is requested in view of the above amendments and the remarks which 
follow. 

A. Anticipation Rejection of Claims 1. 3-5, 7-9. 11 and 12 by Anderson and 
Obviousness Rejection of Claims 2, 6 and 10 over Anderson in View of 
Earnest are Addressed . 

The rejection of claims 1, 3-5, 7-9, 11 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is 
respectfully traversed. 

Independent claims 1, 5, 9, and 13 have been amended to reflect that the 
process of the present invention is implemented through embedded software in a 
microcontroller or microcomputer. As recognized at page 4 of Office Action, 
neither >^/?c/erso/? nor Earnesf discloses, teaches or suggests the claimed 
subjected matter embodied as "a computer readable medium executed by a 
microcontroller to perform the recited functions." Accordingly, the rejection of 
claims 1-12 after amendment of claims 1 , 5 and 9, is traversed. The amended 
claims are fully distinguishable over Anderson alone and in combination with 
Earnest, and are further distinguishable over Petty, as discussed below. 
Dependent claims 2, 4, 7, 8, 11 and 12 are likewise distinguishable as 
incorporating the features of amended claims 1, 5, 9 and 13. Accordingly, 
withdrawal of the rejections of claims 1-12 is proper and respectfully requested. 

B. Obviousness Rejection of Claims 13-17 over Anderson and/or Earnest in 
View of Petty is Addressed . 

The rejection of claims 13-17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is respectfully 
traversed. Claim 13 (and claims 1, 5, and 9 in varying language) claims among 
other things, "A computer readable medium tangibly embodying a program of 
instructions executable by a microcontroller wherein said program of instruction 
comprises a plurality of program codes.:.." These program codes cause a 
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microcontroller to conduct a process by which baud rate can be automatically 
detected. The present invention provides a software based or on-chip method of 
determining the baud rate of a bit stream. No additional dedicated hardware is 
required. 

Anderson in view of Earnest and in further view of Petty fails to teach or 
suggest such a configuration. Indeed, as noted in the specification of the current 
application, in the prior art, baud rate detection is carried out by additional 
dedicated hardware rather than an integrated solution. 

Nonetheless, the Office Action looks to the Background of Petty, at col. 1 , 
lines 21-53, as a suggestion to modify Earnest and/or Anderson by using a 
computer program executed by a computer. The Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. 

Petty at col. 1 , lines 21-53 describes a system wherein Data Terminal 
Equipment ("DTE") transmits and receives data to/from Data Communications 
Equipment ("DCE"). The DTE is disclosed as being an ASCII terminal or a 
personal computer while the DCE is a modem. This text simply teaches that 
both the DTE and DCE may possess software layers that operate to facilitate the 
transfer of data. By having such separate software layers which work together to 
accomplish the baud rate determination method. Petty teaches away from a 
single, on-chip method. 

Significantly, neither Petty, Anderson nor Earnest suggest that the 
detection of the baud rate could be conducted alone at the microcontroller or 
microcomputer. See, e.g., item 30 in Earnest and count output 58 and load 
enable input 72 of Anderson showing additional dedicated hardware to detect 
baud rates. The currently claimed invention embeds this functionality into the 
receiving microcontroller or microcomputer. 

Accordingly, claims 13-17 are patentably distinguishable over the 
combination of Anderson, Earnest and Petty. Reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the § 103 rejection are respectfully requested. 
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D. Conclusion . 

Pending claims 1-17 all being in form for allowance, such action is 
respectfully requested. Should any issues remain, the Examiner is kindly asked 
to telephone the undersigned. 

Although no fee is believed to be due, please charge Deposit Account No. 
50-1 123 any required fees associated with this filing. 

Respectfully submitted. 



April 18, 2007 




urton, Reg. No. 35,46f 
Hogan & Hartson L.L.P. 
1200 l7th Street, Suite 1500 

Denver, Colorado 80202 
Telephone: (303) 454-2454 
Facsimile: (303) 899-7333 
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